
P A R L I D e b a t e

Wilcox, David (*14)
Round 2A 11 :15am Room 401

G o v : 5 C h e n - J o n e s
Opp: 13 Tang - Blais
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

^21

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2_ ^ 7 / DtS 2$̂

f^f) di

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatî  rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude (^inappropriate behavior

Judg ing Cr i te r ia /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analŷ the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debater̂ upport arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to âhority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effectî  were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝ ized, communicative style that is pleasant
a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thê ebaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments ̂ d/or suggestions for improvement to
^ a c h d e b a t e r : / ^ r / i .

ProD 1:: UK
/ 0 - h ; ^ i ) o u . T / " ^

) r r < s > c ^ d T l d ^ S ^ C i r n O f y "' TEAM CODE f on the U I ^ wins this debate. ^ ^ ^ — /I u

'"/I'//

( P ' O p o r O p p ) ' ^ / / /
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o A A 7 ^ - ^ /
^ .■ y x £ : i
v V f a





P A R L I D e b a t e

Wilcox, David {*U)
Round 2B 11 :15am Room 401

Gov: 11 Sadana - Wagh
Opp: 24 Corbett - Somerday
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

i on :

Prop Speaker # I

Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker # 1

Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: X
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eiiminatî rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude oiXnappropriate behavior

Judg ing Cr i t e r i a /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analŷ the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaterŝ pport arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and references to aîority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the del̂ers respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

• Points of Information: How relevant and effectivXwere the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orĝ ized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful thêbaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compl̂ ents and/or suggestions for imnrovemê  to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / j . / c /e a c n d e b a t e r : / J _ / / ^ O " "

for imnroveme^to /

^
ĉ j-a/̂ AT-

P r o p 1 - . ^ O p p a / A r ^ / T, / / > / / ,
P r o p O p p 2 : a T / A a A ~ / ^ ^ / T

TEAM CODE#: ny on the 0 ̂ wins this debate.■ ( P r o p y l - O p p ) / 7 ^ / A T r £ ' t i £ d
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : J / a / A \ £ > 7 ~ A H /

/ / ■ / f V / Z o - A / y / X /

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e

r ^ r

(Pr̂  (Jf UppREASON FOR DECISION: n J^ ^ /
w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

/rroc^ -fAyt ^
JA r̂y /



P A R L I D e b a t e

Condello, Dave (*1)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 4 2 5
Gov: 5 Cuddihy - Goldblatt
Opp: 14 Tran - Vainberg
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

^ Prop Speaker #2_
[ a p t s . Opp Speaker #!_

Opp Speaker #2

p t s

_ Pts

Please award each speaker points based on the following scalej/̂
^ 30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Good27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualiiV/for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reservea for rude or inappropriate behavior
/

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the del̂ ers analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently me debaters support arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant apd effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speajc in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please ô r compliments and/or suggestions for improvement toeach debater: -¥ /
^ B t S ^ e f f . > 6 ' S - r / \ T , j 4 C / b J o

P r o p l : - V C t > 3 0 J o J i O p p l :

/ ; C s J T C & M , ? c f U a A ^
- i U x fl t - 7 4 , V C / t 5 A - T ^
( H P r o p 2 ; O p p 2 : + G U f t i ^ ^ - r A o T

^ C M t < n V O W M . & - V T s A e ^ o f - J t / n i

- e f c x r ^ p " T o o / P ^
QS*X5J7IC>*J

T E A M C O D E # : S I o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o f p V J O S " - i - T - ^ S ^ S c > f
T o o a S # : ^ A - 7 > S > J - r T v f A A )

- r v i i g m o A - e c .
M v c x § - J o f t S o ' 7 \ ^ - r < ) A v r y ^ K



Condello, Dave (*1)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 4 2 5
Gov: 7 Giang - Shen
Opp: 13 Sinha - Almeida
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's School Afriliation:_

O P P t o
Team Code #: ' ^

pts Z n Opp Speaker #1_ ^ /nJ \^f{ pts
ptŝ ^ Opp Speaker #2

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rodnds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or iî propriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters smiport arguments with

evidence—^which may include facts and references to autlwity as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debars respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant and effective Were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgaî ed, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer comnlin̂ ts and/or suggestions for improvement to

Trtiss^. Propl: 'fi/)^v^|Opp 1:"+ US6 ^
„ ^ ^ f - r ^ M , f l i j p < ^ c J r T n ' c r

»r _ Uo/ t ic oJ Sm«o-t»«vC

J _ v A o t 0
4 M V C ^ P r o p 2 : + G o t j o T b S O p p 2 : - t T A S W ^ ^0 V s S C c f ^ T f ^ c ^ J T \ M > 5 3
^ a t r n m ^ ^ - f - o f

f Y W y S o d / ^ 6 u / v \ ^ T i
4 - f t v s i i o j • c : \ - r i t J G S > i f r c , J L - r

* T E A M C O D E # : I S o n t h e O f f w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
( P r o p o r O p p ) ^ ,

f K f

T E A M C O D E # :
" ^ ^ r i u p u i ^ p p ; ^ 1

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : / C s ^ G H o

S c ^ e s o f T f e o P ; ^ G x i / v 7 . 5 ; ^ 7 ^ e y c v c v S O .
O-G. ' ~ ' /VuVw Vi . i iw^UCJ "■ - " re /Vio
O s « o f A c ^ s Q ^ ' 7 t 6 J ^ A i O J ^ f j - r A C B ■

S f r T / \ W .



Herman, Roy (*13)
Round 2A 11:15am Room 426 \ ^
Gov: 14 Wu - Ying
Opp: 3 Burgmann - McCann-Phillips
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: t?ov
Judge's School Affiliation: U i

PROP ^
Team Code U: ^

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 ̂  t\

O P P
Te a m C o d e # : ^

O p p S p e a k e r M \ p t s

O p p S p e a k e r # 2 _ _ p t s _ ^

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Gô
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elinynation rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rutae or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analVze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debateî support arguments with

evidence—which may include facts and references to a/thority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and effecti\̂ were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an orgmized, communicative style that is pleasant

a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the ̂ baters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

• P r o p l :

f / F o r t J E T P i v u o r o f
DeWjF /W4u>6vV

6 - I \ / 6 D « T > n « - / ^
v/o u vfA-D T\mf /
P r o p 2 : f o ( /

T E A M C O D E # : O o n t h e

6^06O TVPiC^rvfTH
t J & l v v r v v O / N l i n D ( D f ^ \ f

f V r ^ f L

Opp 2:
' A ) e V i f 7 ^

h\S C l̂ASS] ori ̂  tt> /Y\OrfUf S&TUO'AS
ecoA},}y/(io fliM\o/u

Ai wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

f t U L f - fi s r > 0 / u e v n / y p L ^ r t H i e A - ( P f -

T ^ P i c / y i ^ i n - p / O / v ' r
A j < t 3 T V € i r P f - J i n ^ . - T M M f o " u

w f L ^ f ' o j j j i '



P A R L I D e b a t e

Liu, Hongche (*11)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 4 0 4
G o v : 2 4 W o e r n e r - M i n e r

Opp: 20 Rahman - Zhou
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #:

J u d g e ' s N a m e : i t L \

Judge's School Affiliation:

O P P
Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #I

Prop Speaker #2 pts Opp Speaker #2 ^ kxxA pts_2_7

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very 0ood

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fot̂ imination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved̂  rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debajdrs analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently iht debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and ref̂nces to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectî ly the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant̂ d effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters sp̂k in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and ̂pectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, pleâ offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1:
(AAMT Ca^ ^ cry\Ji Svde

(€.b e ' C & o f

CLclÂ fL̂  . /

^ . T 1 U . A f t ' ( - $
5 \ s f « i V -

C e r i i J ^ c I C a ^
beTVefftJ > 0 .

~ r k j 2 ^ d A W u v j v . £ ^ / j f H A . h e t v T t M
O p p 1 : < 3

b y W t l y , O / V C
U v / e $ ( o > t ^ h v u >

c & i J l A b e r e fl a t e d -

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

on the 0 PP wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

m . fVf " W^-r l-c ty <7VU? s.'/f " , Opp- "
C a v \ b e h r & y \ b y W n u w U f y " , t K ^ O k d , 0 ) ^



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: (Ja/̂

Judge's School Affiliation: J-Yv]

P R O P
Team Code M: Team Code M:

Prop Speaker #1_

Prop Speaker #2

p t s - ^ 1 O p p S p e a k e r # 1 p t s _ £ ^

pts Opp Speaker U2 J^y r̂lAWy<^ pts^ ̂
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy Good y/
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude/W inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters anmyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence— ŵhich may include facts and referenĉ to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectivelwme debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant an̂ ffective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speal̂  an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and rê ctful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, pleasê fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Propl: ' / Oppl: Ycp-u cat\ yoM. dcvSj -fo

u / . a i l . C i i C < ~ ^ c P ' ( 6 % b y A / T T
O K a V c ( / Y \ r e A s . P p f p D i v l . T « t ( - n , . o i - U L J/ / ( U ( l s t r K € . w . i A . u e r . ^ l / \ " H - e o t k « r f u t / w . d , y o u ^1 aĝee tdMtf -bUyêd-cMcz IJ> voeoA, p̂op so-y "tk̂  ti.% does -f®
P r o p 2 : / O p p 2 : ^ e W a . i / > c ? rP r o p 2 : /

tec "fast tlm
p " » c ^ c M f o / ^ •

TEAM CODE #: 4- on the

"tjoo vvuvvt/̂  evv fitt poi>^ ̂ 4"
[ dck 0^ Sol^i hi)vOC\/<Mr. yi9M dicL
cci/ef cdiH kksL

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

Sf-YoV^C^ W'C(e/tlGe. oy\ "tlu Vf^



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name: K\ASV^VAi^ S H

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: 2~ ^

Prop Speaker#] t̂ vv\v\ v'

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #2_ ' O

pts Opp Speaker # 1 ' v\ pts ^ ^
pts 2-^ Opp Speaker #2 Pts_2r?"

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: X
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy Gp̂

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for ejifnination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved foj?Tude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debat̂analyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thyaebaters support arguments with /
evidence—̂which may include facts and refer̂ces to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectiv̂  the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

• Points of Information: How relevant effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê  in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and r̂ectful the debaters were to opponents and judges ̂

Using the above criteria, pleaŝ ffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : / I l r t c L ^ C ^ . i O p p 1 :

/ J U k j . F ( ' v . f ^ - A a
Prop2:

C a v i V - . . . .t r r i T i ' ' ^

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e d n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(ProiTdr Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :



P A R L I D e b a t e

Sharma, Kash)|p (*7)
Round 2B 11:15am Roihi 406
G o v : 2 4 B o d i s c o - R a n s w e i l e r

Opp: 5 Reyna - Yang
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name: )< A ^ H VAlP H A H

Judge's School Affiliation: V H ^ [Vv

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2 Oi

pts_2d6 Opp Speaker #1_
p t s O p p S p e a k e r # 2

Pts_j£i3

pts2.^

Please award each speaker points based on the following scalej/
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = ygty Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualift̂ or elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Resent for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Crî ia
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the (Abaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered dur ing the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts anĉ ferences to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and êctively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How rele;rant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debater/speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous ̂ d respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Propl:

/-ej

Prop 2: (ZiiAr/

Oppl: (Jicoy-r, c J /

-fd^J Opp 2: ^

T E A M C O D E # ; ^ o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop'or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

h\sJU.

o n t h e



P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #1

Prop Speaker #2J s n a i

Opp Speaker # 1 pts 2^/
Opp Speaker#2 Qclcl/f pts_̂

■ v - -

Please award each speaker points based on the following scaley^
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualiftmr elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Crit^a• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the Raters analyze the topic and the arguments
offe red dur ing the debate /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and̂ferences to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and eff̂ tively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

• Points of Information: How releŷ t and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous ̂d respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : O p p I . - 7 ^ - ^ ^

i P r o p 2 : O p p 2 ^ ^

T E A M C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e ^ 7 ^ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(Prop oiK5p̂

J I N r u K u b u i b i u i N : . / ^ / /



P A R L I D e b a t e

Deng, Bo-Liang (*23)
Round 2B 11:1 Sam Room 423
G o v : 11 D a r a - R a n d e r i a

Opp: 24 Campagna - Mortensen
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code U:

Prop Speaker # 1 Opp Speaker #1 P t S

Prop Speaker #2 (̂qVV̂  VWOo-'CC'̂  pts 2.̂  Opp Speaker #2 HorVgoSPn Pts 2̂
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:/

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vpiy Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualiiŷ r elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critma• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the Raters analyze the topic and the arguments
offe red dur ing the debate /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficien̂  the debaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and references to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and efMtively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

• Points of Information: How relevant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debater̂ peak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous arm respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, p̂ se offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

PPP2« s ^ P r o p 2 : . P p p 2 :

T E A M C O D E # : / / o n t h e
Opp)REASON FOR DECISION: ^

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e

P 2 : ^ 4 ^ , A .

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .



fAulett, Paul (*27)
R o u n d 2 A 1 1 : 1 5 a m R o o m 4 0 8
Gov; 22 Masters - Fehring
Opp: 7 Tripathi - Wong jVjcc^
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

P R O P
I Z

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: UJ/f

Team Code #:

pts ZTf Opp Speaker # 1

pts Opp Speaker #2 ij/uo ̂  /
Pts<?4

_ p t s ^

Please award each speaker points based on the following sĉ :
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qua)̂  for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Rested for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Crî ia• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the ̂baters analyze the topic and the arguments
offered dur ing the debate /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficient the debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and ̂erences to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and eff̂ ively the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relev̂ t and effective were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters ̂eak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

• Courtesy: How courteous and Respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, pleâ  offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

j o l t f j ; / a
L \ o - U t i > l o o k a ' f H e h / > ^ c

r t ^ . C a \ A • f f t e f f ^ ^ y o "
/at t feCi 'Wv W ^ eiMLiU Und "" '■M ini V,/worked we i f { . r ^ j>espefi-^ ^ou Mf ^ ,
P r o p i ^ ^ ^ O p p 2 : t ^ , ^

^ - i / ' . u^ 4 o r H O T y o / Q i v i / o u r f a s ^ \ ^ C d t * ^ i h - m i
^ J j t ' L I . ^ . \ i A I < 1 ^ • 'llfti l>eei\
TEAM CODE #: Zi^ on the Hit ^wins this debate.

(Prop or Opp)R E A S O N P O R D E C S , O N : ^
^ r&, { RJ <«UIY Ri&sty

O'f' "fyUv^ Co^U ^ luir*



P A R L I D e b a t e

Aulett, Paul (*27)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 4 0 8

G o v : 2 2 K a t e w a - C o l e n b r a n d e r
Opp: 7 Zhang - Yang
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O P
Team Code #: 2.^

Prop Speaker#! iiii

J u d g e ' s N a m e : T

Judge's School AfFiliation:_

Team Code #: 7

Opp Speaker # I /aA pts^^

Prop Speaker #2 pts ̂  Opp Speaker U2^Ju

Please award each speaker points based on the followin̂ cale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 2« = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough ioAvizWfy for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 =^served for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judginĝ riteria
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectivelyytne debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

offered during the debate /
• Evidence: How appropriately and effmently the debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include factŝd references to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly an̂ effectively the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How movant and effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debars speak in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteou/and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteriayplease offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p I ^ ^

{o f S jQy / r .
9 c C ( l fi  ' I v I ^ T ^ ^

Prop 2: joi

{̂\ernp\i ̂  £{rê t/V[aa,̂  Gsrt\u\flccjl /X4
4i\fl-|" Mi U.OIM beii\k/-or.

Oppl L>or\c. Ot\ Coc^rie^Y sl\0^,
U r c " a i ^ j l ^ 0 ^

/ h c U - r l ^ r ^
d'dlT ckuK^e. "He t/erlkl M

O p p 2 . y ^ > o r s f
tV c<jwie 4BE> /n- fe, T ■A/4

SGCof̂ d specik̂ 's, ̂ oirlis sAuM /lo-f
4 < k B # \ b S o / a f c •

T E A M C O D E # : on the 2m _wins this debate.
(Prop or Opp)

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :



(-OKi" '"mOr^Lov\ jei . \ ■*
-MacKinnon, Jeb&e (*4)
Round 2A 11 ;1 Sam Room 407
Gov: 13 Banas»- Santos 2-
Opp: 24 Barton - Madsen
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P A R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:_

Judge's School Affiliation: 1—

6

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

P R O P
Team Code #:

siS, Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

p t s

nt« 3̂ "̂

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify wr elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reservê or rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteriy• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debars analyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the debaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referees to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effecti'ŝ y the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant ̂  effective were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters spê in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please ̂ er compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1:

Yc^rUl <\cacL \ob
C L i X -

"rvo po(n;!̂
JT̂  i-OClS

c X fi - c i - r U l i . - J
vor44-)/t~j

P r o p 2 : / O p p 2 :

/
y>yD/^ po(

^ • K i e c a o - f i i i / i r r j A 2 c - i - ; - b
T E A M C O D E # : / S o n t h e P r o y O

6oodjob̂  bu:̂  -too •-/̂ CAxS.e-cl
o r v 1 0 O 3 e f o l ^ ^

j ( y r - O J X

^ 1 a s I n s K ' /
- t e o e o ^ v i -

3

- V j o o . \ o O ) r v S ! ^ 0 1 ^ P 0 C A 2 -

r r x T c r r c j u l c l o ^
w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . VVVO>^

(Prop or Opp)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

[ s A o r s - ( p d ) r c t - b S > c l a .
( 5 . V s o - 4 V \ 3 - ^ , C " ( 0 - 4 ^ ^ o - \ V- a - j r V v c b o



U3W/frv\or^ '1?oVpLn *>-{ 4^ P A R L I D e b a t e

R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 4 0 7

G o v : 1 7 D e s a i - K h a r e

Opp: 27 Ramirez - Castenada
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name: H 0\

Judge's School Affiliation:_

P R O P
Team Code #: Team Code #:

Prop Speaker #]

P r o p S p e a k e r # 2 a

Opp Speaker#]

Opp Speaker #2 H OJcy\ \

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veryuood

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fw Îimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved mx rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debates analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tly debaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and refer̂ces to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectiv̂  the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
• Points of Information: How relevant ajfd effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and rê ectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, pleasê fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : / w p p i ; n r

A/eed^4o us/^ cQ qou,- ^ 5or€.H4v«^ ^ illec^^U-t^

Oppl :

-̂ SfCOUPiXiLJ
r e - f u V n o o f r

T E A M C O D E ^ o n t

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N :

o n t h e

i r C - 5 p o v - > s t - V o ^ O \ c o ^
vem c.\S-CKjr cxjr\jA. ^S+v-orvA poi.ic%

PlO w ins th i s deba te . ^O ixy^ ^U)n
(Prop or Opp)

pi-op -feccoa cA^cxL no+ Ikxv-^ eoĈ rro larĥ cnr̂  - ̂ pp ̂ o-p-n cLicSL Cf̂ ^̂U-joh sf pouv>i_̂
OTxTf .



Kovitz, Bo (*3)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 4 0 9

Gov; 14 Eng - Morgenstein
Opp: 5 Firsov - Kwak
Parliamentary Debate/JV

U P ^
u j o n

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

P R O P
VH

PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

pts'ZS" Opp Speaker #1_ fcTiu/nc
p t s _ O p p S p e a k e r # 2 _

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Ĝ d

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for alienation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved forede or inappropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a / ^
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterseialyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the (Raters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referen̂  to authority as well as general knowledge ̂
Argumentation: How directly and effectivelĵe debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e / < 2 2Points of Information: How relevant an̂ ffective were the questions and the answers ̂
Delivery: How well the debaters speak hi an organized, communicative style that is pleasant ̂
a n d e a s i l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e / h
Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges S

I I

2 ^
5:®

^ 1

Jj
U

Using the above criteria, please of̂  compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / / . .

n e C i O A
ran'-hLe uh^ 1^^

{ A / C T r r ^ o n f

Ufl^PtcAWPftd rt-nU^ CByiSfrut;tYthn

t \ O p p 2 : 1 ^ i f T T L k , ( T P D i t c 4 i W T l B % C n r \ -

j / t p t U h , / H U k i k y w u c i f U U P

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N

I tPt ' tvM} ix . a. te-SH" ' ! to ^ u-> pnyihct ^ '
fi l i i , o e u , a v t i H u S ' l l M I a H H

d<kcvh ĥ fcA û&c( Lf ■fS'h (fhsf U'̂ hoctr. / vui&W / cmMd 'hauJi
clojfh Tht i^u-i ? . USA tltinK UltUS: A k huA-

(Prop or Opp)I O N : h f e ^ i m J i P l ^ t i T, U J C U f t 0 6 *
t c s i i m n p / r S f t % o / U a

l o v r k v y i I t H c M



v i o t ^ t \ n f o ^
ueyn> -TD Vioc -̂r fe€>^?vviine_ PA R L I D e b a t e

T^^4J^jvu^ p^fyn^j

Kovitz, Bo (*3)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 4 0 9
Gov: 7 Su - Her

Opp: 24 Fulop - Bennett
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name: *̂ 0 ICQV I'T^

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker #1

Opp Speaker #2_

O P P

r e r r

P̂lease award each speaker points based on the following scale: >7
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Gje^od

( 27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eUniination rounds)
;S 26-25 = Fair 24 -20 = Poo r <20 = Reserved focd^de or inappropriate behavior

is ifi '

I"Si?

Judging Criteria /
Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debatê inalyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently thêbaters support arguments with
evidence—^which may include facts and referemies to authority as well as general knowledge
Argumentation: How directly and effectivelyHhe debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /
Points of Information: How relevant an̂ effective were the questions and the answers
Delivery: How well the debaters speal̂  an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /
Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the, debaters were to opponents and judges i

5
!
II'?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / I C C

$
t

Prop 1: )W

- m V k f ^

1 1 1 1 ^ 1 1 1 3 a i i u / v i i v i i i t i p i v r v ^ i i i v i i i r i . v ^ r

avuS<^

o p p i :
i T M n A ^
■l i icMjmir '^iyrferi^^V-A'y^t ihffs

r r Uk€ tAf tb huA^in i^dh^ i f -
^ fi i s c2: Juuŷ /L,
^ c c u a € i j ^
l\ }fî CfkocioCt:>̂ U jSi9̂ %i>CClf an̂ €UifJ/J .^ C i r ^ i n ¥ i 4 i t a b o u t

MOncSSii/tcMJ "fyuJ If rtJirr ra^4j^d 7b mfioitd-f ^rx>UJo£

JikLtly tb

Calm

^ ' c tnh i ^nAJ^ . Qc rVL tou lA
\ co^pitAthor iyr^erv^M\xf Voi/iAahies fo^ M u A i ^ Av h . ^ 4 ^ c U ^ / f - J j r r
) m t 6 l ) j t r i U L a ^ ^ l i ^ b i t U k

yrs,(^^vvdi€.£> qajdifA Strtche^u Aop

Opp 2: xJlmu QrCAJh pO)Af ahooii-Tht ^
Ahe>aî  -yKi/ik ̂ OVL n^ecl̂ -fv
bvFkAT Ufhu UbUr pmi ahoid 'pcc/̂ cL ̂ Ivn
. C I a & u J d i / f 4 f a i i A * I n A / ^ r / J . f > / -

qd(yd̂
ĵ pl̂ hOrbB
î Vfdco

YmscU

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e , i
« M T : f 7 6 m a M f ^ u p t ' | - y - . • c r r » v y x . « j y t .

T E A M C O D E # ; o n t h e h ' P P w i n s t h i s d e b a l
\ ^ r ^ ( P r o p o r O p p )
lOrbtf̂  REASON FOR DECISION: YcrfeoC ftnr CpP k̂ ĈCUAPLCO fŷ uj â ẑ d ĥ -̂ roMd. Cttbunl̂ ceĵ^ ajsSum t̂m\ InnAdf h<j Aff £vyuL shtŵ dL
L r t i ( y ^ S f t L r r f . I n t - e r Ve n i C j f-fiM-lm wdj a mci^ fotur f&'tz a/e^<7.

Uuhu Utur p»M aJand PcHeeL W YW qayu-ei
ShnUclrtY Jk yixh id to war Hdi'' ft

iM ĉfhifOiiraoatJ a-ê  //>f̂-zytujfyirv̂ joastio dOAirrô
01)/[iL¥UAsP,^ CanpUuiAjf/pppukiL^

-ho



PA R L I D e b a t e

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: 6 - m i

Team Code U:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

PyP

ICim

Team Code #:

Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2

Vfsht ,2S
j s

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Veiy Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimiimion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rudi^r inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters âyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the deWers support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referencê  authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectively t̂ debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant and êctive were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speak in mv organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please offê compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

P r o p 1 : c u r e v e / y O p p 1 : c f f
nyl h Jc cl

pcuer̂  -ftrsic y i e ^ 0 ^ f h l ^ ^
A c h a t e ( Z S ^ y c u S U c m . W ^ ^

Prop 2: of me. Opp 2: % cl ve^ Jc^ cffIzQS decirU kov -k/pT S^(x^i ycMr

TEAM CODE #: "" ^ wine «hic fioKotoo n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

REASON FOR DECISION: O. V<?/> icuylx rVUf)̂
I h u . $ e e i n < i ^ < i S ^ ^

Ct gbroty \Jfn -̂ r -tke



PA R L I D e b a t e

Galvan, Ernest (*2)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 4 0 5

Gov: 27 Lavel l - Hal l

Opp: 14 Liu - Fu
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name: ' / T t S

Judge's School Affiliation:

P R O P
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2_

Team Code #: I f
ptŝ̂  Opp Speaker # 1 />pp Speaker # 1 LL

Opp Speaker #2 Si-
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very G<̂d
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for emnination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved nde or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debat̂analyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tĥ ebaters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referees to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectiv̂  the debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /

• Points of Information: How relevant ana effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters speal/in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, please ̂ fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: ̂
O t t ^S'Sf

:

Prop 2

°PP '• ̂  a v«37 qoxÎ  ff
-XP

Ŝ 5<?9 U ) t
cff^aU P^ds-

T E A M C O D E # :

Ctî  p'̂ ake yOt Scua6 ncrP

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

TOR^rOpp)

I ^ ^ ¥ 1 % ^ I ' I ^ ^ ~ ^ ^ ^ ^ • • «



P A R L I D e b a t e

Sutton, Emma (*12)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 4 2 4

G o v : 5 Yu a n - S t a n k u s

Opp: 14 Shin - Shevelev
Parliamentary Debate/JV

Judge's Name:_

P R O P
Team Code #: S -

Judge's School Affiliation:

Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

P r n n S n e a k p r # 9Prop Speaker #2_

Opp Speaker #

Opp Speaker #2

, u ^
„ . a ^

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Gpiod

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eUfnination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved foj?^de or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /
• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaters analyze the topic and the arguments

o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /
• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently tĥ ebaters support arguments with

evidence—̂which may include facts and referees to authority as well as general knowledge
• Argumentation: How directly and effectiv̂  the debaters respond to the arguments made

b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant ̂  effective were the questions and the answers
• Delivery: How well the debaters spê in an organized, communicative style that is pleasant

and easily understandable /
• Courtesy: How courteous and rêectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, pleaŝ ffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Prop 1: WVV
g-OOcV. Cc:--Vc_W.û

Prop 2: C-yl-V Opp 2: ̂  ̂

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N : ^ \ r o ^ .

CoA^ ,c -V. -W C .U- V " - - ' - ovv r
C - \ V C o



P A R L I D e b a t e

Sutton, Emma (*12)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 1 5 a m R o o m 4 2 4

Gov: 26 Arroyo - Stephens
Opp: 22 Baetkey - Blanchard
Parliamentary Debate/JV

P R O ]
Team Code #:

Prop Speaker#!

Prop Speaker #2

Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation

Team Code #:

pts ̂ Opp Speaker#!

Opp Speaker #2 \ocw-g-:

liation:_

pts

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good/

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimhration rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /• Analysis: How reasonably and effectively the debaterŝalyze the topic and the arguments
o f f e r e d d u r i n g t h e d e b a t e /

• Evidence: How appropriately and efficiently the d̂ aters support arguments with
evidence—̂which may include facts and referen̂  to authority as well as general knowledge

• Argumentation: How directly and effectiveIwie debaters respond to the arguments made
b y t h e o t h e r s i d e /• Points of Information: How relevant an̂ ffective were the questions and the answers

• Delivery: How well the debaters speal̂  an organized, communicative style that is pleasant
and easily understandable /

• Courtesy: How courteous and respectful the debaters were to opponents and judges

Using the above criteria, pleasê fer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

cc,At^'ic>i/Vt5V'

^ P r o p 2 : —

0 ^

' ^ " A d w s . v o

Oppl: G-Ofk.

l-c, V)»V-
v\x.t^ \

O p p 2 : \ 1 A v i
ckA-XvnujU {\>f V-As A

T E A M C O D E # : o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

^ASONPOROBaS,ON: V.T 4 a.A' V
I A . ^
C - c c > i \ ^


